Applicant : Dinesh Sharma et al. Attorney's Docket No.: 08575-094001 

Serial No. : 10/681,496 

Filed : October 8, 2003 

Page : 8 of 10 



REMARKS 

Applicants amend claims 1, 3, 8, 1 1, 30, 31, and 38 and cancel claims 2, 7, 9, 10, and 33. 
Applicants present claims 1, 3-6, 8, 1 1-32, and 36-38 for examination in light of the amendments 
and following remarks. 

Rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 101 

Claim 38 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is directed to 
non-statutory subject matter. Claim 38 is directed to a machine-readable storing medium storing 
instructions operable to cause one or more machines to perform operations and, thus, meets the 
statutory requirements for patentable subject matter. 1 Accordingly, Applicants request that the 
rejection of claim 38 be withdrawn. 

Rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 102 / 103 

Claims 1-2, 7-8, 15-17, 20, 21, 23-33, and 36-38 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as 
being anticipated by Sweat 1 . Claims 3-6 and 9-14,18-19, and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Sweat in view of Beizer 3 . 

Claim 1, as amended, includes the steps of "detecting, in real-time, a modification to 
locally-stored data occurring at a second client; [and] sending a call to a server based on 
detecting the modification to locally-stored data occurring at the second client to enforce rules 
involving multiple users when modified data has not yet been saved to the server[.]" 

Sweat has not been shown to disclose such detecting. Moreover, although the Examiner 
asserts that 

As per claim 9, Beizer et al discloses the limitation of further comprising monitoring 
other modifications occurring at other Web pages (see column 5, lines 9-27) [,] 4 

Beizer does not disclose such monitoring. Rather Beizer describes a process for editing files and 

folders in which 

1 See, e.g., In re Beauregard, 53 F.3d 1583 (CAFC, 1995) ("computer programs embodied in a tangible medium, 
such as floppy diskettes, are patentable subject matter..."). 

2 U.S. Patent No. 7,062,532. 

3 U.S. Patent No. 6,240,414. 

4 Office action mailed December 26, 2007, page 15. 
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a local copy 54 is transferred from the shared storage 50 to a local storage area 56 
where it is readily accessible and may be modified by the user. Often, the original 
local copy of the WorkFolder 54 is preserved when the WorkFolder is edited and a 
separate local edit copy 58 is created. When the local edited WorkFolder 58 is saved, 
it can be compared to the local original copy 54 to determine what changes were 
made by the user and also compared to the master copy 52, which may itself have 
been changed by a second user in the interim. s 

Thus, Beizer describes checking for conflicting edits after the fact rather than "detecting, in real- 
time, a modification to locally-stored data occurring at a second client." 

It is apparent therefore that Sweat fails to teach each and every limitation of claim 1 . 
Accordingly, the section 102(e) rejection based on Sweat is improper. 

Neither Sweat nor Beizer, alone or in combination, disclose or suggest all of the features 
of independent claim 1 . Accordingly, a prima facie case of obviousness of claim 1 or of any of 
the associated dependent claims has not been established. Therefore, claim 1 is patentable over 
Sweat and Beizer, alone or in combination. 

Claims 30, 31, and 38 include features similar to claim 1 and are patentable for at least 
the same reasons. Claims 3-6, 8, 1 1-29, 32, 36, and 37 depend from either claim 1 or claim 31 
and are patentable for at least the same reasons. Accordingly, the section 102(e) and 103 
rejections based on Sweat, alone or in combination with Beizer, are improper and should be 
withdrawn. 

Conclusions 

For at least the foregoing reasons, Applicants respectfully submit that the application is in 
condition for allowance. 

Any circumstance in which the Applicants have (a) addressed certain comments of the 
Examiner does not mean that the Applicants concede other comments of the Examiner, (b) made 
arguments for the patentability of some claims does not mean that there are not other good 
reasons for patentability of those claims and other claims, or (c) amended or canceled a claim 
does not mean that the Applicants concede any of the Examiner's positions with respect to that 
claim or other claims. 

Applicants submit a Request for Continued Examination with this Amendment. 



5 See e.g., Beizer col. 5, line 46 - col. 6, line 3. 
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The $810 Request for Continued Examination fee and $120 Petition for Extension of 
Time fee are being paid concurrently herewith on the Electronic Filing System (EFS) by way of 
deposit account authorization. Please apply any other charges or credits to deposit 
account 06-1050, referencing attorney docket number 08575-094001. 



Fish & Richardson P.C. 
225 Franklin Street 
Boston, MA 02110 
Telephone: (617) 542-5070 
Facsimile: (617) 542-8906 



Respectfully submitted, 



Date:. 
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